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YALE UNIVERSITY 
OSBORN BOTANICAL LABORATORY 

NEW HAVEN, CONNECTICUT 

November 23, 1949 

Dr. Joshua Lederberg 
Department of Genetics 
'The University of Xisconsin 
Madison 6, >Visconsin 

Dear Josh: 

An adequate answer to your l&St letter is indeed diflicult, and I 
will in a sense delay answering until I see you in Ne;N York, I believe you 
read into my activities much more that is sinister than is truly warranted, 
Indeed, competition with you in a sense h&d not particularly occurred to me 
since we got started on coli from work with little be&ring on your field of 
interest. That we overlaij to an extent reflects pri,mariIjr the complexity 
of coli and of adaptation. I could write an answer, but letters are suoject 
to misinterpretation, which in turn leads to ill will. I suspect we can 
rapidly iron out the questions you have raised and to everyones mutual 
satisfaction orally over a spot of beer in New York, I was pleasantly sur- 
prised to t'ind that you would indeed consioer me, and my poor lab, rehl 
C OmlJet j-t i Ofi. 

The reason for the preceeding remarks hinge simply around the fact 
tha.t you have stzked out a tremenaous area. Obviousiy we coot steer 
entirely clear of it with K-12, since much of our serological work requires 
purified enzymes and a knowledge of the physiology of adapt&ion. Indeed 
with the mutants it is difficult to remain entirely clear of such an all- 
inciusive field. The serological diiYerences need to be correlated with 
enzymztic differences. Such information is as useful after all to you as 
it is to us. 

I realize full well the discomr'ort of having some one grab the 
precise problem one has under investigation. That cutestion, however, I 
don't believe ret;lly is involved here, in 2 I'iela as large Ls tnis. I can 
assure you, though, trst any strains you may send us ;vill oe used only I‘or 
the purpose of establishing any serologi.cctzl ciir'i'erences or paculiarities 
tney nay exhioit. Further work th&t we might want to carry on ttiththem 
ircould &;,end u;,on the outcome of the szrologic;l lrJork ana upon discussion 
with you. 

Regarding the serclogic;lwork-- tnis 
Lester. 

h&s been carriea out by Gaoe 
Lester nas r'ounc that antisera from raobits injectea with l;ictase 

grown cells does not cirectly inhibit enzyme activity. The Elntibody czn 
apparently combine with the enzyme without air'ectine its activity, However, 
the enzyme-antibody complex can be precipitatea by centrifugktion under 
concitions thtt the enzyme itself re,sELins in solution. 'Ihis, in substance, 
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is his tack:niqut:. He r'incs as I rdrote esrller, that sntiser? to glucose 
grohn ceils does,not display this efyect upon the enzyr,e, which is in a,pree- 
ment with our &%&& to r'inu lactase by our methods in such cells. Y-53 
grown on glucose, we find siA.larly lacking lactase, yet antisera to such 
cells has a detectable amount of v&a-c we call irlcorrectiy, 'lantilactzse." 
Lester has louno, by the way, tf:at ;ilh;ole cells are very much poorGr tA-,an 
are ground ceils in terms of the serological diflereilces tk.at 1 P.eTit~iorEd. 

G.th best regards, 


